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1. S The amendment filed on 10 February 2003 under 37 CFR 1.312 has been considered, and has been: 

a) □ entered. 

b) □ entered as directed to matters of form not affecting the scope of the invention. 

c) □ disapproved because the amendment was filed after the payment of the issue fee. 

Any amendment filed after the date the issue fee is paid must be accompanied by a petition under 37 CFR 1.313(c)(1) 
and the required fee to withdraw the application fi-om issue. 

d) ^ disapproved. See explanation below. 

e) □ entered in part. See explanation below. 

The amendmenf filed February 3, 2003 is filed subsequent to the Notice of Allowance and thus is treated as an amendment 
under 37 CFR 1.312. The amendment is not entered because the proposed changes in claims 1, 2, and 6 and the 
proposed new claims 22-30 change the scope of the claims. The amendment further does not fully and clearly state the 
reasons on which reliance is placed to show why the amendment is needed; why the proposed amended or new claims 
require no additional search or examination: why the claims are patentable; and why they were not earlier presented. Note 
that the amendment was not treated as a Preliminary Amendment since an RCE refenred to on page 5 of the amendment is 
missing from the file; this was notified to applicant's attorney William Brook on March 28, 2003; to date no response 
regarding the missing RCE has been received, thus necessitating the treatment of the said amendment as a 31 2 
amendment indicated above. 




TuanQiBch 
Primary Eicaniiner 



U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 
PTO-271 (Rev. 04-01) 



Reponse to Rule 312 Communication 



Part of Paper No. 10 



